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When you study anything, one has to know 

exactly what that thing is they want to learn. You 
have to have a motive, a desire, a drive. So, you have 
to ask, and be able to know, what you want from 
someone before you approach them, in the 
perceptible and in the intelligible. That means that 
for most people, the only reason they would come to 
Plato, is that they want something. Often those 
people do not exactly know what it is they want. 
Often they come because they hear some rumor here 
or there, or they are in some class with some brain 
dead teacher and they were told to. Or some may 
come to fit in with one of their peer groups.  

However, what Plato teaches is crucial to human 
understanding and human behavior because Plato 
was teaching about biological fact. Mankind has yet 
to comprehend the importance of Plato’s teachings 
because, quite frankly, the human race does not 
understand it. Plato was teaching what you have 
apparently not even realized about your own 
computer: the ability to process all information, in 
any grammar, using a Conjugate Binary Pair, 
commonly called binary. Binary information 
processing provides a computer, and your mind, the 
ability to process binary in exactly four distinct 
ways, or again, using four distinct grammar 
systems. Plato was teaching that a mind uses a four-



dimensional information processing matrix by its 
ability to use binary to construct four specific 
grammars capable of processing all information. He 
called it Dialectic. The term binary is of Latin 
origins. Dialectic is Greek. Even some popular 
translators of Plato mistakenly used the Latin names 
for the gods, instead of the Greek names.  

The reason Plato taught it is because he realized 
its importance and he also realize the human race 
was not ready for it, so he preserved the science in 
dialogs for a future time. His technique of preserving 
the science was at least brilliant enough to get it 
past every form of censorship man would have used 
to destroy the works had they realize what he was 
teaching. He explains it in two very concise 
paragraphs in Phaedrus. Phaedrus was about his 
own love, the love of dialectic and how to preserve 
the science.  

As a Linguist, Plato was so far ahead of linguists 
today, they still do not understand him.  

So, I will give only a brief introduction, because it 
is a fact, if you are simple minded, you will never 
understand Plato, nor will you ever be able to truly 
think.  

 A mind is a symbolic information processor. It 
can do this job because there is one, and only one, 
way to conceptualize any thing. It is not only a 
biologically provable fact, but now that you have a 
computer, you can start to comprehend it as a 
physical fact. This fact led to the expression of the 



one and the many, the elements, or the elements of 
a thing, etc. So let me lay down these binary 
expressions and explain why they are binary.  

Every thing is some material difference within 
limits. This means that a thing is composed of two 
and only two elements. Different expressions for this 
arrangement are the container and the contained, a 
relative and an absolute, correlatives and its 
relatives, a noun and a verb, a point and a line, a 
boundary and that which resides in a boundary, a 
map and the territory, definition and enumeration, 0 
and 1, a unit, a thing, and often simply 1.  

Simple and dysfunctional minds map words in 
accordance with particular symbolic environments. 
The evolution of a mind, maps symbols in 
accordance with the intelligible unit, or in Plato’s 
terms, has the ability to see the simile in multis, the 
similar idea in the many examples. It is the 
difference between arithmetic information processing 
and geometric information processing. Simple minds 
construct and teach particular grammars. They 
cannot comprehend that grammar is not different 
from itself. They process the perceptible because 
they cannot grasp the intelligible. Another name for 
geometric information processing, the ability to 
process information in a grammar matrix, is 
metaphor. Metaphor is the ability to process 
information in a four-dimensional information 
matrix because that mind can see the same 
intelligible, the unit in all of them, a simple 



Conjugate Binary Pair, exactly the same way a 
computer can process all information. Simple and 
stupid people cannot see it, can not take advantage 
of it.  

A mind is the most powerful life support system 
possible, and as such takes a lot longer to evolve. It 
also means a division in mental ability that becomes 
recognizable to a portion of a species at an 
evolutionary cusp; the so called punctuation mark in 
punctuated equilibrium.  

It is also called, in Biblical terms, a time of 
humanities elect.  

Psychology is commensurate with the principles of 
language functionally resident in the mind. Since the 
unit and unity is not functionally present in the 
mind of the simple minded who rely wholly on 
arithmetic information processing, there is no unity 
in the human race today. Their behavior is closer to 
that of a dumb animal. There is not even one correct 
grammar book on the entire planet. Technically, and 
put into Biblical metaphor, man is brain dead, not 
yet able to do its biologically defined job. Brain dead 
people imagine perceptible people rising out of the 
ground, animated zombies and the like, that opening 
the eyes of the blind is some grand mystical 
experience. Well guess what, these are intelligible 
metaphors.  

When the unit as a Conjugate Binary Pair, even 
put into metaphor of Adam and Eve, and tested in 
the Bible with two distinct stories of creation, in 



mental processing becomes more prevalent in the 
human species, the human unity in all of man’s 
endeavors will be possible. Although I call today’s 
linguists idiots, I am only repeating what their own 
computer is telling them, but they are still too stupid 
to hear it. So here is another piece of historical fact, 
the Bible repeatedly tells the reader that it is a book 
sealed to man’s understanding, that man cannot 
even read it. It is just another way of saying that the 
human race is functionally illiterate, unable to do its 
biologically defined job. And it is telling man the very 
same reason for our illiteracy, binary information 
processing. It affords a sapient species the ability to 
predict all behavior, independent of time and 
geographical location, and it has a more correct 
name, The Art of Prophecy. Prophecy, predictive 
behavior, allows a mind to respond to non-localized 
information which no other life support system can 
do; each of the other life support systems of the body 
deal with local phenomena. Plato was a real prophet, 
someone who was familiar with life outside our own 
planet.  

Quotes from translations 
Cratylus - 

Burges 
Socrates:: But would you call him, who knows 

how to interrogate and answer, any thing else, 
than a dialectician? 

Hermogenes:: No; but this. 
Socrates:: And to make a name it is the 

business of the name-founder, it seems, to have a 
dialectician as his superintendent, if he is about 
to found names correctly. 



Hermogenes:: Such is the case. 
Cratylus - 

Jowett 
Socrates:: And him who knows how to ask and 

answer you would call a dialectician? 
Hermogenes:: Yes, that would be his name. 
Socrates:: And the work of the legislator is to 

give names, and the dialectician must be his 
director if the names are to be rightly given? 

Hermogenes:: That is true. 
Cratylus - 

Reeve 
Socrates:: And what would you call someone 

who knows how to ask and answer questions? 
Wouldn’t you call him a dialectician? 

Hermogenes:: Yes, I would. 
Socrates:: But it’s the work of a rule-setter, it 

seems, to make a name. And if names are to be 
given well, a dialectician must supervise him. 

Hermogenes:: That’s right. 
Cratylus - 

Taylor 
Socrates:: But would you call him, who knows 

how to interrogate and answer any thing else, 
than one who is skilled in dialectic? 

Hermogenes:: I should not. 
Socrates:: And the legislator, as it seems, 

ought, in the establishing of names, to consult a 
man skilled in dialectic, if he means to found them 
in a beautiful manner. 

Hermogenes:: He ought. 
Euthydemus - 

Burges 
Clinias:: No part, of the hunting art itself 

extends beyond hunting and getting into the 
hand; but when persons have got into their hands 
what they have hunted, they are not able to use it; 
but hunters and fishermen assign it to cooks. But 
on the contrary, geometricians, astronomers, and 
those skilled in arithmetic for these also are of the 
hunting art for each of these do not make 
diagrams, but find out things existing. As then not 
knowing how to use them, but only to hunt for 
them, they deliver up their inventions for those to 
make a bad use of in dialectics such at least of 



them as are not very stupid. 
Socrates:: Be it so, O most beautiful and most 

wise Clinias. But is such the case? 
 

Euthydemus - 
Jowett 

Clinias::  Why, no art of hunting extends beyond 
hunting and capturing; and when the prey is 
taken the huntsman or fisherman cannot use it; 
but they hand it over to the cook, and the 
geometricians and astronomers and calculators 
(who all belong to the hunting class, for they do 
not make their diagrams, but only find out that 
which was previously contained in them)—they, I 
say, not being able to use but only to catch their 
prey, hand over their inventions to the dialectician 
to be applied by him, if they have any sense in 
them. 

Socrates:: Good, fairest and wisest Cleinias. And 
is this true? 

Euthydemus - 
Rouse 

Clinias:: No art of hunting, goes further than to 
hunt and to capture; but when they have captured 
what they hunted, they cannot use it; huntsmen 
and fishermen hand over to the cooks. Geometers 
and astronomers and calculators—for these are a 
sort of hunters too, since they are not mere 
makers of diagrams, but they try to find out the 
real meanings—so because they do not know how 
to use them, but only how to hunt, they hand over 
their discoveries, I take it, to the dialecticians to 
use up, at least all of them hand over who are not 
quite without sense. 

Socrates:: Good, good. O Clinias, most beautiful 
boy, most wise reasoner! Is that really so? 

Euthydemus - 
Sprague 

Clinias:: No art of actual hunting, extends any 
further than pursuing and capturing: whenever 
the hunters catch what they are pursuing they are 
incapable of using it, but they and the fishermen 
hand over their prey to the cooks. And again, 
geometers and astronomers and calculators (who 



are hunters too, in a way, for none of these make 
their diagrams; they simply discover those which 
already exist), since they themselves have no idea 
of how to use their prey but only how to hunt it, 
hand over the task of using their discoveries to the 
dialecticians—at least, those of them do so who 
are not completely senseless. 

Socrates:: Well done, most handsome and clever 
Clinias! And is this really the case? 

Euthydemus - 
Taylor 

Clinias:: No part, of the hunting art extends 
beyond hunting and subjugating; but when they 
have subjugated that which they have hunted, 
they are not able to use it. But hunters and 
fishermen assign this to cocks; while, on the 
contrary, geometricians, astronomers, and those 
skilled in the logistic art (for these also are 
hunters) do not make diagrams, but investigate 
things themselves. As therefore they do not know 
how to use these, but are alone skilled in hunting, 
they deliver their inventions to be used by those 
who are expert in dialectic; I mean that this is 
done by such among these as are not entirely 
stupid. 

Socrates:: Be it so, O most beautiful and wise 
Clinias. 

Meno - Jowett Socrates:: I should have told him the truth. And 
if he were a philosopher of the eristic and 
antagonistic sort, I should say to him: You have 
my answer, and if I am wrong, your business is to 
take up the argument and refute me. But if we 
were friends, and were talking as you and I are 
now, I should reply in a milder strain and more in 
the dialectician’s vein; that is to say, I should not 
only speak the truth, but I should make use of 
premisses which the person interrogated would be 
willing to admit. And this is the way in which I 
shall endeavour to approach you. You will 
acknowledge, will you not, that there is such a 



thing as an end, or termination, or extremity?—all 
which words I use in the same sense, although I 
am aware that Prodicus might draw distinctions 
about them: but still you, I am sure, would speak 
of a thing as ended or terminated—that is all 
which I am saying—not anything very difficult. 

Meno:: Yes, I should; and I believe that I 
understand your meaning. 

Meno - Mackay Socrates::—That I had answered truly. And if 
the questioner were one of our wise disputatious 
reasoners, I should say—I have done; if I say not 
well, ‘tis your part to answer and refute me. But if 
conversing with a friend, as with you on the 
present occasion, I should proceed more gently 
and dialectically, meaning by this answering not 
truthfully only, but in terms agreed upon and 
admitted by the interlocutor. And so will now toy 
to proceed with you. Tell me, then, do you 
recognise anything as an end, boundary, or limit? 
By all these terms mean the same thing, though 
Prodicus would doubtless find a difference. But 
you perhaps admit the terms end and boundary in 
the same sense—there is no great difficulty in 
this? 

Meno::-—No, indeed; and I think I understand 
you. 

Socrates::—Very well, then; you speak of a 
superficies and a solid, and other similar things in 
geometry? 

Parmenides - 
Gill and Ryan 

Parmenides:: “Yet on the other hand, Socrates, 
if someone, having an eye on all the difficulties we 
have just brought up and others of the same sort, 
won’t allow that there are forms for things and 
won’t mark off a form for each one, he won’t have 
anywhere to turn his thought, since he doesn’t 
allow that for each thing there is a character that 
is always the same. In this way he will destroy the 
power of dialectic entirely. But I think you are only 



too well aware of that.” 
Socrates:: “What you say is true.” 

Parmenides - 
Taylor 

Parmenides:: But indeed, O Socrates, if any one 
on the contrary takes away the forms of things, 
regarding all that has now been said, and other 
things of the same kind, he will not find where to 
turn his dianoëtic part, while he does not permit 
the idea of every thing which exists to be always 
the same, and by this means entirely destroys the 
dialectic power of the soul: but you also seem in 
this respect to perceive perfectly the same with 
myself. 

Socrates:: You speak the truth. 
Phaedo - 
Church 

Socrates:: Now if we received this knowledge 
before our birth, and were born with it, we knew, 
both before, and at the moment of our birth, not 
only the equal, and the greater, and the less, but 
also everything of the same kind, did we not? Our 
present reasoning does not refer only to equality. 
It refers just as much to absolute good, and 
absolute beauty, and absolute justice, and 
absolute holiness; in short, I repeat, to everything 
which we mark with the name of the real, in the 
questions and answers of our dialectic. So we 
must have received our knowledge of all realities 
before we were born. 

Simmias:: That is so. 
Socrates:: Now let us return to what we were 

speaking of before in the discussion. Does the 
being, which in our dialectic we define as meaning 
absolute existence, remain always in exactly the 
same state, or does it change? Do absolute 
equality, absolute beauty, and every other 
absolute existence, admit of any change at all? or 
does absolute existence in each case, being 
essentially uniform, remain the same and 
unchanging, and never in any case admit of any 
sort or kind of change whatsoever? 



Cebes:: It must remain the same and 
unchanging, Socrates. 

Phaedo - 
Fowler 

Socrates:: Now if we had acquired that 
knowledge before we were born, and were born 
with it, we knew before we were born and at the 
moment of birth not only the equal and the 
greater and the less, but all such abstractions? 
For our present argument is no more concerned 
with the equal than with absolute beauty and the 
absolute good and the just and the holy, and, in 
short, with all those things which we stamp with 
the seal of ‘absolute’ in our dialectic process of 
questions and answers; so that we must 
necessarily have acquired knowledge of all these 
before our birth. 

Simmias:: That is true. 
Socrates:: Let us then, turn to what we were 

discussing before. Is the absolute essence, which 
we in our dialectic process of question and answer 
call true being, always the same or is it liable to 
change? Absolute equality, absolute beauty, any 
absolute existence, true being do they ever admit 
of any change whatsoever? Or does each absolute 
essence, since it is uniform and exists by itself, 
remain the same and never in any way admit of 
any change?  

Cebes:: It must, necessarily, remain the same, 
Socrates. 

Phaedo - 
Jowett 

Socrates:: And if we acquired this knowledge 
before we were born, and were born having the 
use of it, then we also knew before we were born 
and at the instant of birth not only the equal or 
the greater or the less, but all other ideas; for we 
are not speaking only of equality, but of beauty, 
goodness, justice, holiness, and of all which we 
stamp with the name of essence was in the 
dialectical process, both when we ask and when 
we answer questions. Of all this we may certainly 



affirm that we acquired the knowledge before 
birth? 

Simmias:: We may. 
Socrates:: Then now let us return to the 

previous discussion. Is that idea or essence, which 
in the dialectical process we define as essence or 
true existence—whether essence of equality, 
beauty, or anything else—are these essences, I 
say, liable at times to some degree of change? or 
are they each of them always what they are, 
having the same simple self-existent and 
unchanging forms, not admitting of variation at 
all, or in any way, or at any time? 

Cebes:: They must be always the same, 
Socrates. 

Socrates:: Yes, that is very likely; although in 
this respect arguments are unlike men—there I 
was led on by you to say more than I had 
intended; but the point of comparison was, that 
when a simple man who has no skill in dialectics 
believes an argument to be true which he 
afterwards imagines to be false, whether really 
false or not, and then another and another, he has 
no longer any faith left, and great disputers, as 
you know, come to think at last that they have 
grown to be the wisest of mankind; for they alone 
perceive the utter unsoundness and instability of 
all arguments, or indeed, of all things, which, like 
the currents in the Euripus, are going up and 
down in never-ceasing ebb and flow. 

Phaedo:: That is quite true. 
Phaedrus - 

Cary 
Socrates:: For my part, Phædrus, I am not only 

myself a lover of these divisions and 
generalisations, in order that I may be able both to 
speak and think; but if I perceive any one else 
able to comprehend the one and the many, as 
they are in nature, him “I follow behind as in the 
footsteps of a god.” But whether I designate those 



who are able to do this, rightly or not, God knows, 
however I have hitherto called them dialecticians. 
But now, tell me by what name ought we to call 
those who take lessons from you and Lysias? is 
this that art of speaking, by the use of which 
Thrasymachus and others have become able 
speakers themselves, and make others so who are 
willing to bring presents to them, as to kings? 

Phaedrus:: They are indeed royal men, yet not 
skilled in the particulars about which you enquire. 
However you appear to me to call this method 
rightly, in calling it dialectical; but the rhetorical 
appears to me still to escape us. 

Socrates:: It is so indeed, my dear Phædrus. 
But, in my opinion, a far more noble employment 
results from this, when a man availing himself of 
dialectic art, on meeting with a congenial soul, 
plants and sows scientific discourses which are 
able to aid both themselves and him that planted 
them, and are not unfruitful but contain seed 
within themselves, from whence others springing 
up in other minds are able to make this seed 
immortal, and make their possessor happy as far 
as it is possible for man to be so. 

Phaedrus:: This that you mention is far more 
noble. 

Phaedrus - 
Fowler 

Socrates:: Now I myself, Phaedrus, am a lover of 
these processes of division and bringing together, 
as aids to speech and thought; and if I think any 
other man is able to see things that can naturally 
be collected into one and divided into many, him I 
follow after and walk in his footsteps as if he were 
a god. And whether the name I give to those who 
can do this is right or wrong, God knows, but I 
have called them hitherto dialecticians. But tell 
me now what name to give to those who are 
taught by you and Lysias, or is this that art of 
speech by means of which Thrasymachus and the 



rest have become able speakers themselves, and 
make others so, if they are willing to pay them 
royal tribute? 

Phaedrus:: They are royal men, but not trained 
in the matters about which you ask. I think you 
give this method the right name when you call it 
dialectic; but it seems to me that rhetoric still 
escapes us. 

Socrates:: Yes, Phaedrus, so it is; but, in my 
opinion, serious discourse about them is far 
nobler, when one employs the dialectic method 
and plants and sows in a fitting soul intelligent 
words which are able to help themselves and him 
who planted them, which are not fruitless, but 
yield seed from which there spring up in other 
minds other words capable of continuing the 
process for ever, and which make their possessor 
happy, to the farthest possible limit of human 
happiness. 

Phaedrus:: Yes, that is far nobler. 
Phaedrus - 
Hackforth 

Socrates:: Believe me, Phaedrus, I am myself a 
lover of these divisions and collections, that I may 
gain the power to speak and to think, and 
whenever I deem another man able to discern an 
objective unity and plurality, I follow ‘in his 
footsteps where he leadeth as a god.’  
Furthermore—whether I am right or wrong in 
doing so, God alone knows—it is those that have 
this ability whom for the present I call 
dialecticians. 

But now tell me what we ought to call them if 
we take instruction from Lysias and yourself. Or is 
what I have been describing precisely that art of 
oratory thanks to which Thrasymachus and the 
rest of them have not only made themselves 
masterly orators, but can do the same for anyone 
else who cares to bring offerings to these princes 
among men? 



Phaedrus:: Doubtless they behave like princes, 
but assuredly they do not possess the kind of 
knowledge to which you refer. No, I think you are 
right in calling the procedure that you have 
described dialectic, but we still seem to be in the 
dark about rhetoric. 

Socrates:: Yes indeed, dear Phaedrus. But far 
more excellent, I think, is the serious treatment of 
them, which employs the art of dialectic. The 
dialectician selects a soul of the right type, and in 
it he plants and sows his words founded on 
knowledge, words which can defend both 
themselves and him who planted them, words 
which instead of remaining barren contain a seed 
whence new words grow up in new characters, 
whereby the seed is vouchsafed immortality, and 
its possessor the fullest measure of blessedness 
that man can attain unto. 

Phaedrus:: Yes, that is a far more excellent way. 
Phaedrus - 

Jowett 
Socrates:: I am myself a great lover of these 

processes of division and generalization; they help 
me to speak and to think. And if I find any man 
who is able to see ‘a One and Many’ in nature, 
him I follow, and ‘walk in his footsteps as if he 
were a god.’ And those who have this art, I have 
hitherto been in the habit of calling dialecticians; 
but God knows whether the name is right or not. 
And I should like to know what name you would 
give to your or to Lysias’ disciples, and whether 
this may not be that famous art of rhetoric which 
Thrasymachus and others teach and practise? 
Skilful speakers they are, and impart their skill to 
any who is willing to make kings of them and to 
bring gifts to them. 

Phaedrus:: Yes, they are royal men; but their art 
is not the same with the art of those whom you 
call, and rightly, in my opinion, dialecticians:—
Still we are in the dark about rhetoric. 



 
Socrates:: True, Phaedrus. But nobler far is the 

serious pursuit of the dialectician, who, finding a 
congenial soul, by the help of science sows and 
plants therein words which are able to help 
themselves and him who planted them, and are 
not unfruitful, but have in them a seed which 
others brought up in different soils render 
immortal, making the possessors of it happy to 
the utmost extent of human happiness. 

Phaedrus:: Far nobler, certainly. 
Phaedrus - 

Nehamas and 
Woodruff 

Socrates:: Well, Phaedrus, I am myself a lover of 
these divisions and collections, so that I may be 
able to think and to speak; and if I believe that 
someone else is capable of discerning a single 
thing that is also by nature capable of 
encompassing many, I follow “straight behind, in 
his tracks, as if he were a god.” God knows 
whether this is the right name for those who can 
do this correctly or not, but so far I have always 
called them “dialecticians.” But tell me what I 
must call them now that we have learned all this 
from Lysias and you. Or is it just that art of 
speaking that Thrasymachus and the rest of them 
use, which has made them masters of 
speechmaking and capable of producing others 
like them—anyhow those who are willing to bring 
them gifts and to treat them as if they were kings? 

Phaedrus:: They may behave like kings, but they 
certainly lack the knowledge you’re talking about. 
No, it seems to me that you are right in calling the 
sort of thing you mentioned dialectic; but, it 
seems to me, rhetoric still eludes us. 

 
Socrates:: That’s just how it is, Phaedrus. But it 

is much nobler to be serious about these matters, 
and use the art of dialectic. The dialectician 
chooses a proper soul and plants and sows within 



it discourse accompanied by knowledge—
discourse capable of helping itself as well as the 
man who planted it, which is not barren but 
produces a seed from which more discourse grows 
in the character of others. Such discourse makes 
the seed forever immortal and renders the man 
who has it as happy as any human being can be. 

Phaedrus:: What you describe is really much 
nobler still. 

Phaedrus - 
Taylor 

Socrates:: But I, O Phædrus, am a lover of such 
divisions and compositions as may enable me 
both to speak and understand. And if I think that 
any other is able to behold the one and the many, 
according to the nature of things, this man I 
follow, pursuing his footsteps as if he were a God. 
But whether or not I properly denominate those 
who are able to accomplish this, Divinity knows. 
But I have hitherto called them men conversant 
with dialectic. Tell me, therefore, by what name it 
is proper to call them, according to your opinion 
and that of Lysias. Or is this that art of speaking, 
which Thrasymachus and others employing, 
became themselves wise in oratory, and rendered 
others such, who were willing to bestow gifts on 
them, as if they had been kings? 

Phaedrus:: Those were indeed royal men, but 
yet not skilled in the particulars about which you 
inquire. But you appear to me to have properly 
denominated this species in calling it dialectic; 
but the rhetorical art appears as yet to have 
escaped us. 

 
Socrates:: For it is indeed so, my dear Phædrus. 

But, in my opinion, a much more beautiful study 
will result from discourses, when some one 
employing the dialectic art, and receiving a soul 
properly adapted for his purpose, plants and sows 
in it discourses, in conjunction with science; 



discourses which are sufficiently able to assist 
both themselves and their planter, and which are 
not barren, but abound with seed; from whence 
others springing up in different manners, are 
always sufficient to extend this immortal benefit, 
and to render their possessor blessed in as high a 
degree as is possible to man. 

Phaedrus:: This which you speak of is still far 
more beautiful. 

Phaedrus - 
Wright 

Socrates:: Now, not only do I pursue myself, 
with all a lovers assiduity, these methods of 
decomposing and combining, but if ever I find any 
one else whom I judge capable of apprehending 
the one and the many as they are in nature, that 
man I follow behind, as though in the track of a 
god. And to all who are possessed of this power I 
have been in the habit of giving, whether rightly or 
wrongly, heaven knows, the name of dialecticians. 
But tell me, what is the proper name for the 
disciples of your school and Lysias’s? is yours that 
identical art of words by the use of which 
Thrasymachus and his compeers have not only 
become clever speakers themselves, but make 
such of all their pupils, who are willing to bring 
them presents, as though they were kings? 

Phaedrus:: And men of kingly mould they are, 
though certainly not acquainted with that about 
which you are now inquiring. However, you 
appear to me to be quite right in calling this kind 
of method dialectical; but the rhetorical, I take it, 
still eludes our grasp. 

Socrates:: Yes, my dear Phaedrus, it is noble but 
far nobler, I imagine, is a mans work on these 
matters, when finding a congenial soul he avails 
himself of the dialectical art to sow and plant 
therein scientific words, which are competent to 
defend themselves, and him who planted them, 
and are not unfruitful, but bear seed in their turn, 



from which other words springing up in other 
minds are capable of preserving this precious seed 
ever undecaying, and making their possessor ever 
happy, so far as happiness is possible for man. 

Phaedrus:: Yes, Socrates, this is indeed far 
nobler than the other. 

 
Sophist - 
Burges 

Stranger:: Shall we not say, that to divide 
according to genera, and neither to think the same 
species different, nor a different species the same, 
is the business of the dialectic science? 

Theaetetus:: Yes, we will say so. 
Stranger:: He then who is able to do this, 

perceives sufficiently one idea every way extended 
through many things, of which each one lies 
apart, and many different from one another, 
externally comprehended under one; and on the 
other hand, one idea through many wholes 
conjoined in one, and many ideas, every way 
separated from each other. This is to know how to 
distinguish according to genus, in what point each 
can have a communion, , and where they cannot. 

Theaetetus:: Entirely so. 
Stranger:: But you will not, I think, assign the 

dialectic art to any other than one, who 
philosophizes purely and justly. 

Theaetetus:: For how should any one assign it to 
any other? 

Sophist - 
Cornford 

Stranger:: There can be no doubt that they are 
thought ridiculous, Theaetetus, but then the 
dialectic art never considers whether the benefit to 
be derived from the purge is greater or less than 
that to be derived from the sponge, and has not 
more interest in the one than in the other. Her 
endeavor is to know what is and is not kindred in 
all arts, with a view to the acquisition of 
intelligence, and having this in view, she honors 



them all alike. And when she makes comparisons, 
she counts one of them not a whit more ridiculous 
than another, nor does she esteem him who 
adduces as his example of hunting, the general's 
art, at all more decorous than another who cites 
that of the vermin destroyer, but only as the 
greater pretender of the two. And as to your 
question concerning the name which was to 
comprehend all these arts of purification, whether 
of animate or inanimate bodies, the art of dialectic 
is in no wise particular about fine words, if she 
may be only allowed to have a general name for all 
other purifications, binding them up together and 
separating them off from the purification of the 
soul or intellect. For this is the purification at 
which she wants to arrive, and this we should 
understand to be her aim. 

Theaetetus:: Yes, I understand, and I agree that 
there are two sorts of purification, and that one of 
them is concerned with the soul, and that there is 
another which is concerned with the body. 

 
Stranger:: They cross-examine a man's words, 

when he thinks that he is saying something and is 
really saying nothing, and easily convict him of 
inconsistencies in his opinions; these they then 
collect by the dialectic process, and placing them 
side by side, show that they contradict one 
another about the same things, in relation to the 
same things, and in the same respect. He, seeing 
this, is angry with himself, and grows gentle 
toward others, and thus is entirely delivered from 
great prejudices and harsh notions, in a way 
which is most amusing to the hearer, and 
produces the most lasting good effect on the 
person who is the subject of the operation. For as 
the physician considers that the body will receive 
no benefit from taking food until the internal 



obstacles have been removed, so the purifier of the 
soul is conscious that his patient will receive no 
benefit from the application of knowledge until he 
is refuted, and from refutation learns modesty; he 
must be purged of his prejudices first and made to 
think that he knows only what he knows, and no 
more. 

Theaetetus:: That is certainly the best and 
wisest state of mind. 

 
Stranger:: Dividing according to kinds, not 

taking the same form for a different one or a 
different one for the same—is not that the 
business of the science of dialectic? 

Theaetetus:: Yes. 
Stranger:: And the man who can do that 

discerns clearly one form everywhere extended 
throughout many, where each one lies apart, and 
many forms, different from one another, embraced 
from without by one form, and again one form 
connected in a unity through many wholes, and 
many forms, entirely marked off apart. That 
means knowing how to distinguish, kind by kind, 
in what ways the several kinds can or cannot 
combine.  

Theaetetus:: Most certainly. 
Stranger:: And the only person, I imagine, to 

whom you would allow this mastery of dialectic is 
the pure and rightful lover of wisdom. 

Theaetetus:: To whom else could it be allowed? 
 

Sophist - 
Fowler 

Stranger:: Our first duty would be to make them 
really better, if it were in any way possible; but if 
this cannot be done, let us pretend that they are 
better, by assuming that they would be willing to 
answer more in accordance with the rules of 
dialectic than they actually are. For the 



acknowledgement of anything by better men is 
more valid than if made by worse men. But it is 
not these men that we care about; we merely seek 
the truth. 

Theaetetus:: Quite right. 
 
Stranger:: Shall we not say that the division of 

things by classes and the avoidance of the belief 
that the same class is another, or another the 
same, belongs to the science of dialectic? 

Theaetetus:: Yes, we shall. 
Stranger:: Then he who is able to do this has a 

clear perception of one form or idea extending 
entirely through many individuals each of which 
lies apart, and of many forms differing from one 
another but included in one greater form, and 
again of one form evolved by the union of many 
wholes, and of many forms entirely apart and 
separate. This is the knowledge and ability to 
distinguish by classes how individual things can 
or cannot be associated with one another. 

Theaetetus:: Certainly it is. 
Stranger:: But you surely, I suppose, will not 

grant the art of dialectic to any but the man who 
pursues philosophy in purity and righteousness. 

Theaetetus:: How could it be granted to anyone 
else? 

Stranger:: Then it is in some region like this that 
we shall always, both now and hereafter, discover 
the philosopher, if we look for him; he also is hard 
to see clearly, but the difficulty is not the same in 
his case and that of the sophist. 

 
Stranger:: Then let us try again; let us divide in 

two the class we have taken up for discussion, 
and proceed always by way of the right-hand part 
of the thing divided, clinging close to the company 



to which the sophist belongs, until, having 
stripped him of all common properties and left 
him only his own peculiar nature, we shall show 
him plainly first to ourselves and secondly to 
those who are most closely akin to the dialectic 
method. 

Theaetetus:: Right. 
Sophist - 
Jowett 

Stranger:: There can be no doubt that they are 
thought ridiculous, Theaetetus; but then the 
dialectical art never considers whether the benefit 
to be derived from the purge is greater or less than 
that to be derived from the sponge, and has not 
more interest in the one than in the other; her 
endeavour is to know what is and is not kindred 
in all arts, with a view to the acquisition of 
intelligence; and having this in view, she honours 
them all alike, and when she makes comparisons, 
she counts one of them not a whit more ridiculous 
than another; nor does she esteem him who 
adduces as his example of hunting, the general’s 
art, at all more decorous than another who cites 
that of the vermin-destroyer, but only as the 
greater pretender of the two. And as to your 
question concerning the name which was to 
comprehend all these arts of purification, whether 
of animate or inanimate bodies, the art of dialectic 
is in no wise particular about fine words, if she 
may be only allowed to have a general name for all 
other purifications, binding them up together and 
separating them off from the purification of the 
soul or intellect. For this is the purification at 
which she wants to arrive, and this we should 
understand to be her aim. 

Theaetetus:: Yes, I understand; and I agree that 
there are two sorts of purification, and that one of 
them is concerned with the soul, and that there is 
another which is concerned with the body. 

 



Stranger:: They cross-examine a man’s words, 
when he thinks that he is saying something and is 
really saying nothing, and easily convict him of 
inconsistencies in his opinions; these they then 
collect by the dialectical process, and placing 
them side by side, show that they contradict one 
another about the same things, in relation to the 
same things, and in the same respect. He, seeing 
this, is angry with himself, and grows gentle 
towards others, and thus is entirely delivered from 
great prejudices and harsh notions, in a way 
which is most amusing to the hearer, and 
produces the most lasting good effect on the 
person who is the subject of the operation. For as 
the physician considers that the body will receive 
no benefit from taking food until the internal 
obstacles have been removed, so the purifier of the 
soul is conscious that his patient will receive no 
benefit from the application of knowledge until he 
is refuted, and from refutation learns modesty; he 
must be purged of his prejudices first and made to 
think that he knows only what he knows, and no 
more. 

Theaetetus:: That is certainly the best and 
wisest state of mind. 

 
Stranger:: Should we not say that the division 

according to classes, which neither makes the 
same other, nor makes other the same, is the 
business of the dialectical science? 

Theaetetus:: That is what we should say. 
Stranger:: Then, surely, he who can divide 

rightly is able to see clearly one form pervading a 
scattered multitude, and many different forms 
contained under one higher form; and again, one 
form knit together into a single whole and 
pervading many such wholes, and many forms, 
existing only in separation and isolation. This is 



the knowledge of classes which determines where 
they can have communion with one another and 
where not. 

Theaetetus:: Quite true. 
Stranger:: And the art of dialectic would be 

attributed by you only to the philosopher pure and 
true? 

Theaetetus:: Who but he can be worthy? 
Sophist - 
Mackay 

Stranger::—Is not the separating according to 
kinds, taking care not to combine or distinguish 
inaccurately, either by confounding the different 
or severing the identical, that which is meant by 
the art of dialectics? 

Theaetetus::—Yes. 
Stranger::—He then who can do this will 

perceive clearly how one kind or idea pervades 
many several individual things, and also how 
many diverse ideas are externally comprehended 
in one how, again, the one extending throughout 
the aggregated many is internally knit together, 
and how many ideas are sundered and entirely 
inconsistent with one another. This is what is 
meant by knowing how to distinguish scientifically 
between kinds,—between those, I mean, which are 
capable of combination and those not so. 

Theaetetus::—Exactly. 
Stranger::—But surely you will not attribute the 

true art of dialectics to any except to the true and 
genuine philosopher? 

Sophist - 
Taylor 

Stranger:: Do we not say, that to divide 
according to genera, and neither to think the same 
species different, nor a different species the same, 
is the business of the dialectic science? 

Theaetetus:: We do say so. 
Stranger:: He, therefore, who is able to do this, 

sufficiently perceives one idea every way extended 
through many things, the individuals of which are 



placed apart from each other, and many ideas 
different from each other externally comprehended 
under one, and one idea through many wholes 
conjoined in one; and lastly, many ideas, every 
way divided apart from each other. This is to know 
scientifically, how to distinguish according to 
genus, in what respect particulars communicate, 
and how far they do not communicate with each 
other. 

Theaetetus:: Entirely so. 
Stranger:: But I think you do not give dialectic 

to any other than one who philosophizes purely 
and justly. 

Theaetetus:: For how is it possible to give it to 
any other? 

Sophist - White Stranger:: Aren’t we going to say that it takes 
expertise in dialectic to divide things by kinds and 
not to think that the same form is a different one 
or that a different form is the same? 

Theaetetus:: Yes. 
Stranger:: So if a person can do that, he’ll be 

capable of adequately discriminating a single form 
spread out all through a lot of other things, each 
of which stands separate from the others. In 
addition he can discriminate forms that are 
different from each other but are included within a 
single form that’s outside them, or a single form 
that’s connected as a unit throughout many 
wholes, or many forms that are completely 
separate from others. That’s what it is to know 
how to discriminate by kinds how things can 
associate and how they can’t. 

Theaetetus:: Absolutely. 
Stranger:: And you’ll assign this dialectical 

activity only to someone who has a pure and just 
love of wisdom. 

Theaetetus:: You certainly couldn’t assign it to 



anyone else. 
Statesman - 

Burges 
Stranger:: Has the inquiry respecting a 

statesman been proposed by us more for the sake 
of the statesman himself, than for ourselves to 
become more skilful dialecticians on every point? 

Socrates Younger:: This too is evident, that it is 
for ourselves to become such on every point. 

 
Statesman - 

Jowett 
Stranger:: That the dialectical method is no 

respecter of persons, and does not set the great 
above the small, but always arrives in her own 
way at the truest result. 

Socrates Younger:: Clearly. 
 

Statesman - 
Rowe 

Stranger:: What then about our inquiry now 
about the statesman? Has it been set before us 
more for the sake of that very thing, or for the 
sake of our becoming better dialecticians in 
relation to all subjects? 

Socrates Younger:: That’s clear too—for the sake 
of our becoming better dialecticians generally. 

 
You should know by now, that the word dialectic 

does not take an adjective any more than the phrase 
binary processing does. Typically, you have heard 
the word used by those who are provably illiterate.  

Language is Universal and Intelligible, it means 
that the principles of Language are a Universal 
constant, binary information processing is a 
Universal Constant. It also means that we, just like 
our alien neighbors, will use binary information 
processing in accordance with language, eventually, 
for complete induction and deduction of functional 



biosphere. I would hazard a guess that they are busy 
at work under the auspices of complete induction 
and deduction, building a neuro-network within the 
universe, itself for the very same reason a functional 
mind does, sapient survival. I would also assume 
that they do not bother to speak to us because we 
are still too stupid to know what grammar is.  

Every possible grammar is a method of indexing, 
mapping, information storage and information 
retrieval, along with information management. And 
Linguists, themselves, demonstrate that they can 
factually spend their life working with computers 
and still not find any link between Language and 
Grammar which provides a functional foundation of 
them all. How simple minded can you be?  

The Testimony of Jesus is the Spirit of Prophecy, 
means something wholly different to the simple 
minded as it does those who are aware of the matrix.  
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